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PART VII. THE ATHEIST CAMP—Concluded 


9. JOHN M. ROBERTSON 


He who cannot do, teaches, 


1907 was a year of very great importance to 
me in my mental and moral evolution. It was 
a year of action and decision. I intensified my 
Freethinking but I penetrated the charlatan- 
ism of official Freethought. I learned how to 
expoSe and to explain the myths of those who 
reduced all Christianity to a myth in their 
own economic interests. So eventful was this 
year that I find it hard to record its doings 
soberly. I swept from Atheism into Anar- 
chism. I allied my propaganda with romance 
and thus added to my experiences of life. 
Consequently it is difficult to divide the record 
of this year’s happenings into tame and 
orderly sections. Yet this is the most useful 
form of approach. 

I have not mentioned my study of Richard 
Carlile and my respect for his memory. 
During 1905 to 1907, I collected and read 
thoroughly the contemporary editions of 
Carlile’s writings. I also read all I could about 


- Robert Taylor. As my biography of Carlile, 


and my studies of him in The Word and other 
publications prove, Carlile has been a great 
inspiration in my life. To me he is an immor- 
tal. The Freethinkers who came after him 
were all too mortal. 

Robert Taylor’s case against Christianity 
was not moral but scholastic. He loved to 
make a theatrical display of his scholarship, 
which was very real, yet wanting in depth. 
Taylor developed the solar myth theory and 
found great fun in describing the twelve 
apostles as the twelve signs of the Zodiac. He 
certainly displayed much learning and he 
made a cunning and amusing use of his vast 
knowledge. He had wit and humour as well as 
learning. Yet, to me, he was superficial. After 
much thought, I rejected his sun-myth ex- 
planation of the rise and development of 
Christianity as being false and shallow. His 
explanation omitted the important question 
of economics in relation to time of origin. I 
reached the conclusion that orthodox Chris- 


—ANON. 


tianity did embcdy earlier sun worship and 
that the priests of the Church had done some 
plagiarism from paganism. Christianity only 
embodied sun worship of other days. It was 
not sun worship and it did not arise as sun 
worship. Pagan Christs did not explain and 
did not destroy the historicity of Jesus. I re- 
pudiated, therefore, the myth theory of 
Christian origins. In 1907 this brought me in- 
to great conflict with my fellow Freethinkers. 

The great champion of the myth, much 
eulogised by Freethinkers at that time, and 
regarded as a scholar to the day of his death, 
was John M. Robertson. I deemed Robertson 
a humbug and regarded his scholarship as so 
much learned stuff and nonsense. My Free- 
thought friends rejoiced in his debunking of 
Christian theology and his classification of 
Jesus as a Sun myth. They objected when I 
applied a sceptic iconoclasm to their cham- 
pion. Priests of all kinds, lawyers, professional 
labourists, and pseudo-scholars have hated 
me with a glorious hatred all my days. 

John M. Robertson died on January 5, 1933, 
whilst Annie Besant passed away on Septem- 
ber 26 of the same year. She left Freethought 
to become for forty years of her life the High 
Priest of a vain superstition. Robertson 
arrayed himself in the classical robes of a 
bogus scholarship. 

Forgetting her association with Bradlaugh 
from 1874 to 1889, Annie Besant, during 1907, 
was at the top of her form as an “authority” 
on religion in the opinion of the Christian’ 
Evidence Society. She was quoted and re- 
quoted up and down the country wherever 
this strange organisation of evidence for the 
impossible sent out its apologists for Trini- 
tarian orthodoxy. 

At one of her London meetings, Annie 
Besant repudiated her former Atheism, not 
in clear terms, but by implication. She stated 
that when a Christian became an Atheist he 
lost the power of prayer. Naturally. This 
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strange platitude became the stock-in-trade 
of Mr W.'T. Lee, who was regarded as a great 
Christian Evidence champion. 

At Cardiff, Mr Lee secured a full newspaper 
report for this absurd statement and his no 
less absurd comment. 

“God exists” averred Mr Lee in effect “only 
for those who pray to him”. He did mot sce 
that this comment made God not merely the 
creation, but the illusion of man’s mind. He 
did not realise the cynical import of Annie 
Besant’s remark. Her retiral from reason was 
devastating, not to reason, but to religion. 
Annie Besant was an Atheist before she gave 
up the habit of prayer. It was natural for her 
to give up the habit since she knew of no God 
to whom to pray. 

What a strange concept of God Mr. Lee 
possessed! The moment we cease speaking to 
him, God, said Mr Lee, decamps and leaves us 
to our doom. He goes into a pique, pouts, and 
slips out of existence. The universe is left 
without a creator but continues to exist. 
Annie Besant, not meaning to be so, became 
more Atheistic than ever. And Mr Lee re- 
joiced in her declaration. 

John M. Robertson was associated closely 
with Annie Besant and Charles Bradlaugh. 
After Bradlaugh’s death, Roberlson became 
editor of the National Reformer until this 
paper stopped publication in 1892. He then 
started the Free Review, which closed down 
in 1895. It is strange how, in the Freethought 
and also the Socialist movements, I was con- 
temporary with persons who lacked staying 
power. They commenced as propagandists and 
concluded their careers as appetites on two 
legs, inspired by a wolfish love of status and 
position under capitalism. This explains 
Annie Besant, the high priestess of mysticism. 
It explains John M. Robertson, the solar myth 
scholar and safe Liberal politician. 

In 1895, Robertson stood as Independent 
Radical candidate for Northampton. The 
Bradlaugh tradition did not help him and so 
he abandoned independence. In 1906, he be- 
came Liberal M.P. for the Tyneside division 
of Northumberland and remained Member 
for that constituency till 1918. He became a 
member of the Privy. Council in 1915, and was 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Board of 
Trade 1917-18. He wrote a splendid essay 
against militarism but upheld conscription. 
The man was without character and lacked 
integrity. Many of my Socialist and Free- 
thought friends considered him to be a 
scholar. I despised his scholarship because I 


man lacking in integrity must be 
peat ee “all true scholastic impulse. A true 
scholar cannot deny truth either in his words 
or by his actions. Robertson, darling of the 
Freethinkers, waS no scholar. 

In 1907, Annie Besant pandered to Chris- 
tian orthodoxy with her esoteric Christianity 
and alleged theosophic wisdom. J.M. Robert- 
son pandered to the same orthodoxy as a 
politician despite his parade of mythological 
explanation. Deemed by his admirers to be a 
scholar, he secularised his scholarship to 
worthless expositions of sophistry and plati- 
tude. There was no robustness in his Atheism. 
Secularists defended his want of moral prin- 
ciple and virtually explained that, as a poli- 
tician, he had to live. As with Voltaire to the 
Abbe, I did not see the necessity. 

In The Freethinker, G. W. Foote “regretted 
the political necessities’—what a criticism— 
of J.M. Robertson’s position that “compelled 
him to throw Secular Education into the 
background, At the Huddersfield by-election 
he worked for the orthodox Liberal candidate, 
who was in favour of religious education in 
the state schools, and against the Labour 
candidate, who was in tavour of Secular 
Education”. 

Robertson did the same thing at Jarrow. 
He supported S. L. Hughes, the official Liberal 
candidate, who accepted the Nonconformist 
ticket of “simple Bible teaching”—and op- 
posed the Labour candidate, Pete Curran, 
whose programme included Secular Educa- 
tion. 

At this time, Robertson claimed that he 
was a Socialist as well as a Secularist. 

Robertson’s conduct increased my opposi- 
tion to parliamentarism. It was clear that 
Freethinkers like Socialists had nothing to 
hope for from Freethinkers who entered the 
House of Commons. John Morley, John Burns, 
and John Robertson all established that 
truth. “Honest John” was a parliamentary 
joke in 1907. It has been ever since. 

In November 1907, J. M. Robertson spoke at 
Keighley, in the Municipal Hall, under the 
auspices of the Liberal Association. His lec- 
ture was entitled “Liberalism and Socialism”. 
A discussion followed the lecture and a local 
Freethinker named H.C. Shackleton asked 
Robertson to give his reason for his action 
during the Jarrow election. The following is a 
copy of the written question which Shackle- 
ton sent up: 

“Is it true that Mr Robertson at the Jarrow 
election worked on behalf of the Free Church 


7 


candidate and Simple Bible Teaching whilst 
there was in the field a man pledged to tke 
Secular Solution? If so, how can he justify 
such action with his Freethought?” 

Robertson gave no reply. Shackleton, there- 
fore, waited outside the ante-room for Rob- 
ertson. When Robertson put in an appearance 
Shackleton politely asked him his reason for 
not replying to the written question. The 
reason he gave was evasive. He said: “I think 
I was justified when seventeen of the Labour 
members voted against the Secular Solution.” 

The Northern Echo stated that Robertson 
delivered a lecture in aid of the Primitive 
Methodist Church funds at Gosforth. 

Robertson explained his conduct. In his 
election campaign, the Primitive Methodists 
at Gosforth were kind enough to place their 
school at his disposal. A short time after- 
wards they asked him to give them a lecture, 
which he did. It did not make any difference 
to him whether they raised anything or not 
on behalf of the Church fund. 

IT hold no brief for Pete Curran, who died in 
February 1910, at the age of fifty. Curran was 
an Irishman, born in Glasgow. He was an 
ordinary worker and worked for some years 
in the Royal Arsenal at Woolwich. Although 
a Labourist, he was a man of no Socialist 
principle, He was also a Catholic. Yet he stood 
for Secular Education where Robertson sup- 
ported Bible teaching in the schools. In this 
matter I had more respect for Curran, in his 
ignorance, than for Robertson, in his alleged 
scholarship. His mythical explanation of 
Christianity did not destroy Christian super- 
stition or the power of the Church. His con- 
duct destroyed integrity. I rejected J.M. 
Robertson and his mythical explanation. I 
asserted the humanity of Jesus, the Son of 
Man, against monarchy and the belief in God. 
I preferred the wonderful chapter of the 
Apostle Paul, the 13th chapter of the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, as being more use- 
ful to humanity than all the alleged scholar- 
ship of J. M. Robertson. I preferred the alleged 
Sermon on the Mount of Jesus, well knowing 
that it must be a collection of some of the 
wise and challenging utterances of Jesus 
brought together for remembrance, to drama- 
tic concepts of solar myths. I despised and 
rejected J.M. Robertson as a man without 
depth, purpose, or worth. Actually, I knew 
that in a sound historical sense, I was a 
Christian emancipated from theology, and an 
Atheist emancipated from mythical anxieties. 

On the subject of Atheism, J. M. Robertson 
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indulged in the some philosophical evasion 

as Charles Bradlaugh, Annie Besant (in her 

Atheist days), G.W. Foote, and others. 
Robertson stated: 


“Tl-informed, and even some well-informed 
people, commonly describe an Atheist as one 
who says, ‘There is no God’... Between 
logical Pantheism and Atheism, it cannot be 
too strongly affirmed, there is no difference 
Save in name....The only consistent 
course is to use the privative ‘a’ and stand to 
the term [Atheist] which means ‘without 
Theos’, without God-idea.” 


As I have stated in a previous chapter, this 
rank evasion of meaning by over-scrupulous 
definition was repugnant to my mind when I 
became an Atheist. I stressed my repugnance 
in all my lectures during 1907. It remains re- 
pugnant to this day. By Atheism, I mean not 
only that I have no concept of God. I mean 
that all concept of God is impossible. I mean 
that there is no God. And with Bakunin I 
hold that if God did exist, it would be neces- 
sary to deny and to abolish him. I believe in 
the humanity of Jesus. I think that there was 
grandeur in the character of the man Jesus. 
I believe no less certainly in the abolition of 
deity. The teaching of Jesus, despite his 
poetry of utterance, was practical earthly 
idealism. The power of his message arose 
from the fact that faith in humanity and not 
in deity was the path to individual and social 
emancipation. 

It has been said that a God-abandoned 
world is the scene of Shakespeare’s greatest 
tragedies. A God-abandoned world is a world 
of Atheism. The Roman Empire was a world of 
Atheism. Out of its Atheism arose the religicn 
of Jesus, challenging the Atheism of wealth 
and power with the Atheism of poverty and 
revolution. Christianity arose as a new ex- 
pression of revolution and not a pedantry of 
the sky. 

Strangely enough, the Rev. R. J. Campbell, 
who passed from the Congregational ministry 
to the Church of England, was flirting at the 
City Temple, London, with the New Theology 
in 1907. 

Whilst Robertson, the Rationalist, sup- 
ported the Bible-teaching candidate, Camp- 
bell supported Pete Curran, the Secular 
Education candidate. 

Campbell wrote a letter warmly supporting 
the candidature of Pete Curran. The Chris- 
tian World called Campbell’s “intervention” 
unfortunate, and sneered at it, at the same 
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time, as “unlikely to be very helpful to the 
Labour party”. The Chr’stiaw World supported 
Hughes, the Liberal candidate. There was no 
politics in that, of course. It was Campbell 
who was guilty of “politics”. In other words, 
he failed to support the Nonconformist can- 
didate—who, by the way, lost. 

Mention of Campbell brings me to Fenner 
Brockway and the Christian Commonweaith. 
The paths of Brockway and myself have 
crossed more than once but there has not 
been any close association. Brockway typified 
careerism, the young man anxious for a job. 
His associations have been hypocritical and 
none of his associates had any real humani- 
tarian or social purpose. None of them lasted 
the distance. In this biography I shall come 
to grips with each one in turn. 

Actually I cecmmenc:d my Anti-Parlia- 
mentary activity in my home at the back and 
cellar of a shop in Goswell Road. Brockway, 
under the influence of R. J. Campbell, took a 
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shop in Goswell Road in November 1907. Here 
the intellectuals came together—G. D. H. Cole 
H. Slessor (afterwards Sir Henry Slessor anq 
a Judge), Clifford Sharp, etc. At this time, ang 
presumably ever since, Brockway considereq 
that charlatan, George Bernard Shaw, a 
great man and a mighty exponent of Social- 
ism. Not one of these persons was worthy of 
a moment’s respect. 

There in 1907, was expressed and defineg 
the struggle, between careerist place-hunting 
—the Brockway shop—and revolutionary 
struggle. My poverty-stricken activity at 133 
Goswell Road received expression at th2 time 
in the organisation of the Communist Propa- 
ganda Group and the Bakunin Press. The 
press was the bankrupt press which I bougnt 
for ten shillings and trundled from Soho ona 
hand-cart. Of that more later. 

The press was a bargain and the beginning 
of a great adventure that has lasted for fifty 
years. But what a trundle! 


10. GERALD MASSEY 


Education is the bread of the soul. 


Gerald Massey avoided some but, in my 
opinion, not all of the superstition of Annie 
Besant. His Spiritualism was far superior to 
Annie Besant’s Theosophy in one respect. He 
played with ideas of incarnation but he never 
permitted himself the arrogant and ridicu- 
lous charlatanism to which Annie Besant 
resorted in her attempt to assert some great- 
ness of personality. As a reincarnationist, 
Annie Besant squandered her worth as a 
thinker and simply masqueraded. Gerald 
Massey insisted on Freethinking. Somehow 
he blended the mysticism of Annie Besant 
with the solar mythology of J. M. Robertson. 
I read his writings with difficulty and some 
amazement. 

Massey was a poet and ethnologist. He died 
on Monday, October 28, 1907. His passing 
caused me to re-study what he had written 
on the mythical nature of Christianity. 
His learned enquiries into Christian origins 
were ignored by the ordinary press. A.E. 
Fletcher, then regarded as an outstanding 
journalist, contributed a long account’ of 
Massey’s life to the columns of the Daily 
Chronicle. He made no reference to the fact 
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that Massey lectured widely on such chal- 
lenging subjects as The Historical Jesus and 
the Mythical Christ and Why Don’t God Kill 
the Devil? 

The newspapers made the most of his 
Spiritualism and emphasised his belief in a 
future life. By now he will know how errone- 
ous he was in that belief. It is so proper to 
believe in a future life. And this fantastic 
belief and hope reduced his genius to the 
level of the average journalist’s mediocrity. 
The more outstanding a man’s repute is as 
a journalist under this system the greater 
must be his mediocrity. Annie Besant and 
Gerald Massey made contact with the crowd 
when they asserted their future-life belief. 
Every pettifogging money-grubber likes to 
believe that his wonderful individuality will 
survive the grave and be preserved for ever. 
To say “I believe in the world to come” rouses 
the sympathy of suburbia—and of the tene- 
ments also. 

Despite this future life nonsense, Gerald 
Massey was a Freethinker and a poet. He was 
not a great poet but he had the music of 


poetry in his soul. Landor paid him generous 
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tribute. In his maturity, Massey turned aside 
from poetry and devoted himself to a schol- 
arly and philosophic exposure of the Christian 
theology. And thus Massey registered himself 
as a pronounced, an ardent, and a zealous 
Freethinker. 

When G. W. Foote was imprisoned in Hollo- 
way Gaol, in 1882, for alleged blasphemy, 
Massey was on a visit to England from 
America. He sought an interview with Foote 
but was refused churlishly by the Home Office. 
He sent Foote his two magnificent volumes a 
year later, when they were published, The 
Natural Genesis, which Foote prized to the 
day of his death. Massey wrote to Dr. Aveling, 
then editing The Freethinker, a note, saying, 
with reference to Foote: “I fight the same 
battle as himself, although with a somewhat 
different weapon.” 

Among the quotations on the back of the 
title-page of The Natural Genesis, Massey 
included one from “The Devil’s Chaplain”: 


“Bind it about thy neck, and write it upon 
the tablet of thy heart, ‘Everything of Christ- 
ianity is of Egyptian origin’.’—Rev, ROBERT 
Taytor, Oakham Gaol, 1829. 


Here is a typical passage from the close 
of Massey’s “Explanatory” Preface: 


“The writer has not only shown that the 
current theology is, but also how it has been, 
falsely founded on a misinterpretation of 


mythology by unconsciously inheriting the 
leavings of primitive or archaic man and ig- 
norantly mistaking these for divine revela- 
tions. The work culminates. in tracing the 
transformation of astronomical mythology 
into the system of Equinoctial Christolcgy 
called Christianity, and demonsirating the 
non-historic nature of the canonical gospels 
by means of the original mythos in which the 
Messianic mystery, the Virgin motherhood, 
the incarnation and birth, the miraculous life 
and character, the crucifixion and resurrec- 
tion, of the Saviour Son who was the Word of 
all Ages, were altogether allegorical.” 


Massey’s scholarship made a clean sweep of 
the New Testament history, viewed as a 
divinely inspired work. Like Taylor and like 
Robertson, Massey did not understand how 
Christianity rose out of the social and econo- 
mic conditions at the time that it did. Here 
he went right off the rails because of his 
learning, and despite his Christian Soc alism, 
which ought to have protected him from such 
error. He did put traditional and ecclesiasti- 
cal, as distinct from historical Christianity 
into a sweating bath of Egyptian mythology, 
in which it was utterly dissolved. The news- 
paper obituaries of Gerald Massey were 
silent in this direction. I noted the falsehood 
and rejoiced in the greatness of the man. I 
felt the meed to re-read his writings and 
grasp whatever truth they contained. 


11. MONCURE CONWAY 


Justice cannot be maintained except by a 
man who is both strong and wise. 


Within a month of the passing of Gerald 
Massey, Moncure Conway joined him in the 
shades. Conway was a quite different type of 
Freethinker from Gerald Massey. Born in 
Virginia in March 1832, he died in New York 
on November 16, 1907. : 

Conway was first a Methodist minister in 
1850. He took the usual divinity course at 
Cambridge, Mass., and became a Unitarian 
minister in Washington and later in Cincin- 
nati. He was the son of a Judge who owned 
slaves. Conway set the slaves free and stood 
firmly against slavery in the American Civil 
War. He lectured all over the North freely and 
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vigorously against slavery. At the end of the 
Civil War he came to London and became 
minister of South Place Chapel. This he 
turned into an Ethical Society. 

Conway discarded prayer and all super- 
stition and ceremony. He remained minister 
at South Place till 1897. His weekly lectures 
were printed and then collected in book form. 
Although I did not know him personally I 
knew of him quite well. I read and re-read his 
sermons and was influenced greatly by them. 

There was nothing pedantic or obscure 
about Conway’s style. Sometimes I think his 
utterances had the appearance of platitude. 


SS Ss I ee 


246 NO TRAITOR’S GAIT! 


He accepted the fact that Christian theology 
embodied some solar mythology which it had 
inherited from Paganism. H's own scholastic 
approach was very much from the archeo- 
logical side. He was an Egyptslcgist but never 
wearied his congregation with the heavy 
mystical references in which Gerald Massey 
engaged. He had a kind of practical moralism. 

Conway never made any public profession of 
being an Atheist. This reluctance amused me. 
He never concealed the fact that he was an 
Atheist. He had not a scrap of belief in any 
supernatural power. He was opposed to all 
ideas of a future life. He regarded Atheism as 
the natural philosophy of every real thinker. 

He was not afraid of associating with 
Atheists or with those who called themselves 
Atheists, Since Foote defined his Atheism with 
the same strange evasive precision aS was 
employed by Charles Bradlaugh, Annie 
Besant, and J. M. Robertson, I doubt whether 
he is worthy of being remembered as an 
Atheist. Allowing that he was an Atheist de- 
spite his Careful Willy definition, there is no 
doubt that Conway was willing to stand by 
the side of the Atheist. 

When Foote was imprisoned in 1883, under 
the Blasphemy Acts, Conway made his case 
the subject of one of his Lessons of the Day 
at South Place Chapel. He poured contempt 
on the Government allegation that the Free- 
thinker cartoons were indecent. 

A few weeks after Foote’s release from 
Holloway Gaol, in 1884, a crowded meeting 
was held at St. James Hall, to demand the 
repeal of the Blasphemy Acts. Conway was 
one of the speakers. 

One of Conway’s points was received with 
marked approval. He said that some of Foote’s 
critics complained that he went a little too 
far in his war against Christianity. Perhaps, 
Christianity was not so black a thing as Foote 
had painted it. Christians themselves, averred 
Conway, had taken the trouble to prove that 
the critics were wrong and that Foote was 


right. By imprisoning Foote they had proved: 


that all that he said against Christianity was 
true. 

Conway’s great work was done as the editor 
and biographer of Thomas Paine. His six 


volumes of the life and work of Thomas Paine 
established Paine as a Classic. It was a noble 
consequence of the great work of Richard 
Carlile who popularised and preserved the 
memory of Paine by active discipleship, Con- 
way was the research disciple. He was not 
without the power of action but he was not 
the robust field propagandist and disciple 
that Carlile was. He was no missionary of the 
highways and by-ways. AS regards Paine, 
Conway was the scholarly commentator and 
textual authority. His work was a great work 
well done. He vindicated Paine for all time. 


Conway was placid and prosaic in some 
ways. He was economically contented, well- 
placed for money, and possessed a fine library 
and pictures. He did not know the struggle of 
poverty. In his Autobiography he quoted with 
delight the Gnostic legend that it was the 
Devil who “first named the name of God”. He 
considered that lurking deterioration repre- 
sented by “progress” justified the Gnostic 
legend of a “devil-invented deity”. 


Conway concludes his book by stating that 
“he would gladly go over” his pilgrimage 
again, “were it only for the forty years of 
happy wedlock”. 

There is a smug complacency in this state- 
ment that I do not admire. 

Although this indicates the man in one 
aspect of his life, there was another side of 
greater struggle that did appeal to me. With 
his death, I became a close student of his 
writings. I must say that this study developed 
my knowledge and I hope my wisdom from 
1907 onwards. It caused me to enquire into 
the story of South Place. I found the record 
to be a remarkable revelation of heresy. I have 
told it fully elsewhere and must reproduce it 
in book form. South Place is one of the 
inspirations of thought and freedom in 
London. Conway’s Autobiography also inspired 
me to struggle against slavery and oppression. 

Not his death, but the living consequences 
to me of the inspiration I received from a 
study and an attempt to understand his life 
and thought constituted one of the events 
that made 1907 a year of importance to my 
development. 
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12. CHRISTIAN EVIDENCE 


Orthodor unbelief and unbelieving orthodozy. 


From 1904 to 1909, I spent a considerable 
portion of my time in Hyde Park, especially 
on Sundays and Bank Holidays. When I first 
went there I was living at 133 Goswell Road, 
Clerkenwell, which deserves to be remembered 
as a very poverty-stricken yet really great 
centre of revolutionary activity and develop- 
ment. In January 1908 I moved to Shepherds 
Bush, where I lived first at 102 Thorpebank 
Road. At that time it was the end of the built- 
up area and from the window one looked 
across big fields to Acton. It was very much 
like living in the country yet with close access 
to the town. From there Rose Witcop and my- 
self were compelled by economic conditions to 
“do a moonlight”, but we only went a little 
nearer the Shepherds Bush Tube station, to 
35 Stanlake Road. From here my so-called 
Indian Sedition activity was conducted. After 
my imprisonment I went to live at 64 Minford 
Gardens, Shepherds Bush, which was on the 
opposite side of Uxbridge Road, parallel to it, 
and leading into Shepherds Bush Road. Here, 
the landlady developed a dislike to me and we 
moved to 17 Richmond Gardens. My activity 
as an agitator connected these places. Each 
became in turn the centre of an unbroken 
line of propaganda. The record will be retailed 
later. The story represents the light side of 
propaganda. Much of it is important. 

After 1909, I broke with Hyde Park as a 
regular participator in its discussions. In 
later years, after I had established myself as 
a Glaswegian, I did engage in two Free Speech 
fights in Hyde Park. One I sought myself. The 
other was imposed on me by the police 
authorities. My regular consistent association 
with Hyde Park however, ended in 1909. In 
1910 to 1919, it was casual. Mostly I had trans- 
ferred my attention to Hammersmith and 
Ealing, but I visited Highbury Corner again 
sometimes. 

It was my custom, during the period that I 
was almost an inhabitant of Hyde Park, to go 
into the Park for several hours on Saturday, 
Tuesday and Thursday evenings. Sunday, 
unless I was speaking elsewhere, meant 
almost a complete day in the Park. 

I had made the acquaintance of Christian 
Evidence lecturers in Clerkenwell and Isling- 
ton, in 1904, before I associated with them, or 


—MOoncurE Conway 


antagonised them in Hyde Park. Only, in 
Clerkenwell, they attacked me. In Hyde Park, 
I did the attacking and I did it most vigor- 
ously. I also came into conflict with them in 
Brockwell Park, Regents Park, and Finsbury 
Park. During 1907, the Christian Evidence 
Society was at its peak as a reactionary 
propaganda association. After that, its influ- 
ence declined. From 1904 to 1907 it was 
attaining to its height. Decline was inevitable 
because it had nothing to offer except black- 
guardism. It was an organisation without 
soul, without ideals, and without worth. 

I was a keen admirer of Richard Carlile, 
whom the Freethinkers neglected, and Robert 
Taylor, the so-called Devil’s Chaplain, in 1907. 
It often amazed me, when I was arguing with 
the Christian Evidence champions, to recall 
that the first Christian Evidence Society was 
established by Robert Taylor in London, on 
November 24, 1824. 

In the name of that organisation, Robert 
Taylor advanced four propositions which were 
certainly staggering issues for the apologists 
of the 1907 society to face. Robert Taylor, in 
the name of the C.E.S., challenged inquiry in- 
to the following points: 


1. That the Scriptures of the New Testa- 
ment were not written by the persons whose 
names they bear. 

2. That they did not appear in the times to 
which they refer. 

3. That the persons of whom they treat 
never existed. 

4. That the events which they relate never 
happened. 


Taylor advanced quite Jearned “proofs” in 
support of these propositions. I certainly do 
not give unqualified support to these proposi- 
tions, which anticipated the views and argu- 
ments of J. M. Robertson, Foote, and others. 
I think that they contain grave errors of 
thinking. But they were more reasonable than 
the unqualified superstition of the Christian 
Evidence Society of 1907, which was a re- 
actionary Church of England organisation. 

In Hyde Park, during this formative period 
of my life, I met many characters who influ- 
enced me. Some of them will be mentioned in 
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- this ‘autobiography. The great feature of my 
Hyde Park activity was that I came into direct 
and untiring conflict with the Christ:an Evi- 
dence Society and developed a.considerable 
contempt for the vulgar quality of this Soc- 
iety’s dastardly propaganda. Its teaching was 
devoid of all spirituality. It was totally with- 
out reason or ethics. 

My first experience of the actual propaganda 
of the Christian Evidence Society in Hyde 
Park was made on Sunday, December 13, 1904. 
I then witnessed a typical example of the 
treatment which the Christians meted out to 
the Secularists in the discussion forum at 
Hyde Park—a treatment which was repeated 
constantly in my presence. Even in 1904 it 
seemed to have been but a repetition of 
similar treatment of mature expression. 

As I was up there from about 4.30 to 8.30 
p.m., I arrived in time to note that the 
fair-argument, free-speech-loving chairman, 
a@ somewhat old, and much bewhiskered 
gentleman by name of Allen, refused to allow 
any opposition at all. 

At the evening meeting, Mr McInnes, a 
fairly representative type of the orthodox 
buffoon, occupied the platform, and dealt with 
a book of Dumas. He touched largely, in the 
course of his remarks, upon the relative moral 
value of Christianity and Secularism. As I 
made notes, with the intention of offering 
opposition, I am able to give the gist of his 
lecture. Here it is: 


“Christianity had given us hospitals, or- 
phanages, and asylums. What had Atheists 
given us? Nothing but our prostitutes, drunk- 
ards and swindlers. Look at the “great” 
National Secular Society! They had opened 
near a lunatic asylum, torn the Bible to pieces, 
got drunk on whisky, and removed to Newgate. 
He was speaking the truth; and before he left 
the Park that evening, he intended to defy 
the shoals of Atheists who surrounded the 
platform to do their worst. Atheists did not 
like to hear the truth, and therefore he 
suggested that they had better go and release 
their brothers at the Zoo, the monkeys. As for 
Charles Bradlaugh, he was not worthy so 
much as to unloose the shoe latchet of the 
Quaker, Fox. And, where was Bradlaugh’s 
monument? (Shouts—“At Northampton”.) He 
Stood corrected. So Bradlaugh did have a 
monument! Well, he was pleased that one had 
been erected to his memory. Although suffi- 
cient money had been raised to erect many 
more monuments, it was gratifying to know 


that all had not been dropped—in beer, pros- 
titution, and whisky.” 


Fox may have had his faults. The idea of 
this type of apologist pretending to have 
something in-common with Fox the Quaker 
was nauseating. 

Upon the conclusion of this admirable piece 
of humour, which had lasted for exactly one 
hour, Mr Allen, the chairman, mounted the 
rostrum (which had been subscribed to by the 
public generally), asked for questions, and 
announced that no opposition would be 
allowed. 

Messrs Green, Bailey & Co., the general 
lecturers for the society, which included a 
clean-shaved parson, owning the sobriquet of 
Browne, besides themselves, now arrived. The 
Secularists therefore, said brotherly-feeling 
Allen, would have to take their tonic from Mr 
Green for thirty minutes. 

The Secularists naturally raised their voices 
very powerfully and very rightly, against such 
lack of fair play, fear of honest discussion, 
and pious bigotry. Accordingly, Brother Bray, 
another Christian, went for two policemen. 
Secularists, unless they wished to face arrest, 
fine, and imprisonment, were forced to submit 
silently to this public insulting and dragging 
of their characters through the mire. 

The worthy Green proceeded to administer 
his tonic. Here is a sample, as offered without 
one bit of proof: 


“Atheism was unmanly, cowardly, brutish, 
immoral, beery, and not respectable; it was a 
barrier to scientific, intellectual and moral 
progress. From the asylum, the Secularists had 
gone to Newgate. So far as he could see, they 
were still not far removed from their ances- 
tors, the monkeys,” 


Nor was this the most scandalous of the 
treatment meted out to the Secularists in the 
public forum by these Evidence quacks. Hav- 
ing removed with some other Freethinkers, 
while Green was speaking, to some distance 
from the meeting, I was surprised to find Mr 
Bray advancing towards us and stopping dead 
within a few yards of where we were standing. 
The object was obvious; it was to invite 
banter. And while some was being indulged 
in, we observed the two policemen approach- 
ing, ready to “run us in” should we make a 
slip. Such was the freedom of speech enjoyed 
in the public forum in the year of grace 1904. 

From 1905 to 1907, Freethought propaganda 
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in Hyde Park was conducted mostly by the 
British Secular Society. Meeting announce- 
ments of this organisation appeared in the 
Agnostic Journal. As all my Agnostic Journals 
were seized by the authorities, I cannot repro- 
duce the names of the speakers and subjects 
meantime. Ermest Pack, who had a humorous 
style but spoke very distinct Freethought, 
was the chief speaker. Another speaker was 
Frederick Howard. He was a born orator and 
a powerful propagandist. He became a Social- 
ist and in disgust with Labourism, became an 
Anti-Parliamentarian. Despairing of the 
struggle, he became a speaker for the Anti- 
Socialist Union and was actually their most 
telling propagandist. When I knew him in 
1907, he was a total abstainer. As an Anti- 
Socialist, he was not happy within himself, 
although he enjoyed himself making merry 
at the expense of the Labour politicians. He 
never compromised his Atheism. I met Howard 
often, even after I lived in Scotland. He be- 
came somewhat coarse but I retained my 
liking for him and regretted his associations. 
He was killed in a blitz during the Second 
World War. 

In September 1907, Ernest Pack produced a 
curious twopenny pamphlet, reporting a 
Christian Evidence lecture. The idea occurred 
to him of hiring a shorthand reporter to take 
down the address of a very polite and accom- 
plished Christian Evidence lecturer, called 
Edward Baker. This report gave the gentle- 
man’s speech as near as stenography could 
get to a phonograph; it reproduced grammar, 
pronunciation—and manners. This intensely 
interesting document was headed God’s Pro- 
tectors and was on sale at Pack’s meetings in 
Finsbury Park. It is valuable evidence of what 
Christian Evidence lecturers were like at the 
beginning of the twentieth century. Baker 
was immortalised. 

One great argument of the Christian 
Evidence Society in 1907 was to accuse the 
Secularists of having composed, printed, and 
circulated widely, a so-called “Whisky Hymn”. 
The propaganda activity of the lecturers of 
this society made this hymn famous. At the 
time, Edith Vance was general secretary of 
the National Secular Society. She tried to 
bring the Christian Evidence Society to book. 
She asked the C.E.S. secretary to look into 
the matter. After much delay and evasion, he 
upheld the lecturers of his organisation and 
declared that it was published in a Secularist 
Manual of Songs and Ceremonies issued by 
Austin Holyoake and Charles Watts in 1871. 


The hymn was entitled Let Us All Be Unhappy 
on Sunday and only four lines of it were 
quoted. The Christian Evidence lecturers 
argued that these lines showed that Secular- 
ists advised people to sit at home and get 
drunk on Sundays. 

Actually, the verses were not written nor 
published by the Secularists. They were 
published first in the columns of the highly 
respectable and orthodox Blackwood’s Maga- 
zine. Later, they were included (pp. 120-122) in 
a volume published by William Blackwood 
and Sons, in 1879, entitled Songs and Verses, 
Social and Scientific, by an Old Contributor 
to Maga—-the author of them being really 
Lord Neaves. Charles Neaves (Lord), lived 
1800-76. He was a famous Scottish Judge and 
a gifted song writer. 

This volume was a collection of pieces that 
had been printed and circulated long before, 
and were brought together “in the hopes of 
preserving or reviving in the minds of those 
who were then pleased to approve of them a 
recollection of the feelings that attended 
their first reception”. 

The “Whisky Hymn” read as follows: 


LET US ALL BE UNHAPPY ON SUNDAY 
A LYRIC FOR SATURDAY NIGHT 
Air—We bipeds made up of frail clay. 


We zealots, made up of stiff clay, 

The sour-looking children of sorrow, 
While not over-jolly today, 

Resolve to be wretched tomorrow. 
We can’t for a certainty tell 

What mirth may molest us on Monday ; 
But, at least, to begin the week well, 

Let us all be unhappy on Sunday. 


That day, the calm season of rest, 
Shall come to us freezing and frigid; 
A gloom all our thoughts shall invest, 
Such as Calvin would call over-rigid. 
With sermons from morning to night, 
We'll strive to be decent and dreary: 
To preachers a praise and delight, 
Who ne’er think that sermons can weary. 


All tradesmen cry up their own wares; 
In this they agree well together: 
The Mason by stone and lime swears; 
The Tanner is always. for leather. 
The Smith still for iron would go; 
The Schoolmaster stands up for teaching; 
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And the Parson would have you to know, 
There’s nothing on earth like his preaching. 


The face of kind Nature is fair; 
But our system obscures its effulgence: 
How sweet is a breath of fresh air! 
But our rules don’t allow the indulgence. 
These gardens, their walks and green bowers, 
Might be free to the poor man for one day; 
But no, the glad plants and gay flowers 
Mustn’t bloom or smell sweetly on Sunday. 


What though a good precept we strain 
Till hateful and hurtful we make it! 
What though, in thus pulling the rein, 
We may draw il so tight as to break it! 
Abroad we forbid folks to roam, 
For fear they get social or frisky; 


But of course they can sit still at home, 
And get dismally drunk upon whisky, 


Then, though we can’t certainly tell 
How mirth may molest us on Monday; 
At least, to begin the week well, 
Let us all be unhappy on Sunday. 


Clearly this hymn was a satire on pious 
humbug and dreary Sabbatarians. The Chris-_ 
tian Evidence apologists took two lines from 
it and said that Freethinkers preached get- 
ting “dismally drunk upon whisky”! Even if 
the hymn had urged this peculiar form of 
conduct, it was not composed nor published 
by Freethinkers. The assertion was a lie from 
start to finish. 


13. A.J. WALDRON 


Ignorance is not innocence but sin, 
—RoOBERT BROWNING 


Conflict with the Rev. A.J. Waldron was an 
inevitable consequence of being a member of 
the Freethought Group in London in 1907. 
During that year in Brockwell Park, where he 
flourished in a kind of way, that “reverend” 
gentleman without reverence made great 
play with the whisky hymn. He did so before 
Freethinkers had explained the story of the 
hymn. He continued to do so afterwards. And 
he never apologised. The hymn, as I have 
shown, was not written to promote Atheism. 
It was not written to glorify whisky. It was 
simply a satire on the unco guid. The author 
was a Christian, possessed of literary ability, 
and rejoicing, like Robert Burns, in a neat 
turn of phrase. Waldron and his Christian 
Evidence colleagues, slandered the author, a 
distinguished Scottish Judge: and they 
slandered Atheists. This libellous activity they 
advanced as a high form of Christian 
polemics. Some of the church-going public 
rejoiced in this nefarious type of apology. To 
my mind, it argued orthodox unbelief. 

There is not the least doubt that the Rev. 
A. J. Waldron owed his status in the Church 
to the absurd but almost kindly indignation 
of Freethinkers. He was smart enough to see 
that by slandering Freethinkers he would 
advance his career. His mode of propaganda, 
if it could be called propaganda, was almost 


an appeal for their help. They joyfully res- 
ponded. 

“Gentlemen,” he said to them in effect, 
“bend your backs and behold I will be carried 
by you into a snug little vicarage. You shall 
be my asses and gratitude I will express 
none.” And Freethinkers, in their generous 
folly, did what was required of them. 

Thus it came about that in the second week 
of September 1907, the then popular weekly 
M.A.P., represented Waldron as a “magnificent 
preacher’, a man of “immense originality”, 
and the “most effective speaker the Church of 
England possesses”. 

This was news indeed to a good many 
Churchmen. 

The account went on to describe Waldron 
as “the most powerful and accomplished foe 
unbelievers have”! 

Waldron, the reader was told, had been the 
victor of “many a hard-fought and sometimes 
even a bloody field”—for “when he tackles a 
blasphemer he hits hard” and “a free fight 
has more than once followed upon his fiery 
denunciation of a foul-mouthed blackguard”, 
He has “had to use his fists—and he can use 
them”. Actually the only two unbelievers I 
ever heard of Waldron attacking were elderly 
men. One was selling The Freethinker in the 
street. On that occasion Waldron. was sup- 
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ported by several clergymen and “a howling 
mob” of his own followers. 

A similar expression of licensed hooligan- 
ism took place during 1907 in Brockwell Park 
when F. Schaller, a member of the National 
Secular Society executive, and a very elderly 
man who revealed his years in his carriage 
and his voice, was manoeuvred by Waldron 
and his supporters into commenting on the 
Book of Leviticus. This must have been on 
Sunday, September 29, 1906. Schaller was 
either chairman or a second speaker. The 
speaker for that afternoon (3.15 p.m.) was J. 
Ramsay, then a prominent figure on Free- 
thought and Social Democratic platforms. 

Schaller was a timid but sincere speaker. It 
must have been his very timidity that led him 
into reciting passages from the Book of Levi- 
ticus. Waldron challenged him to do so and 
asserted that Leviticus was inspired by God. 
Even as a Boy Preacher I could not see what 
God could have to do with the Book of Leviti- 
cus. It was described as a kind of medical book 
of the time. No sane person would quote it as 
an argument in defence of God’s inspiration. 
No sane person would be persuaded to read it 
in public. Waldron was a knave, insane with a 
mean ambition. Schaller was a fool, insane 
from fear of being dubbed publicly a coward. 
He was like the man who did not have the 
courage to wear a white feather in war-time. 
I rejoiced in my “white feathers’! But 
Schaller dreaded the white feathers. 

Waldron challenged him to deny the divine 
inspiration of the Bible. By a trick he per- 
suaded Schaller to discuss the Book of 
Leviticus, He then invited Schaller to express 
his opinion of the 12th Chapter. Here was a 
moral code, etc. 

It may indeed be that, here and there, some 
suggestion of some kind of moral code finds 
expression in Leviticus. To my mind, this 
work of twenty-seven chapters, is a most un- 
healthy piece of writing. There can be little 
ethics in the various forms of disgraceful and 
vicarious sacrifices ib enacts for different sins. 
The relation of the alleged sin in each case is 
an excuse for prescribing a bloody and dis- 
gusting ritual. The book is full of sin and 
retribution by means of sacrifice. I have heard 
the work defended as a primitive medical 
manual. I must confess I have never seen 
much medicine in its chapters. Even if it were 
so, one hardly expects God to write a medical 
treatise. The real concept of God is mystical 
and poetical. It relates to prophecy and social 
change, Leviticus is without poetry and often 


devoid. of sense. Its atmosphere is one of un- 
cleanness, The most notorious chapter in the 
book is probably the 12th chapter, dealing 
with the uncleanness of woman after child- 
birth, and the double uncleanness that follows 
having a female child. Sheer male impertin- 
ence and outrage of thought. 

Replying to Waldron’s challenge, Schaller 
stupidly and docilely read publicly from the 
platform the 12th chapter. Waldron thus 
created uproar. Schaller was accused of 
obscenity. The very substantial platform of 
the Camberwell N.S.S. was rushed. Schaller 
was knocked off the platform and as he moved 
away from the crowd of hooligans as fast as 
his legs could carry him, an old lady be- 
laboured him with an umbrella, which she 
broke in the interest of the Lord and in his 
alleged copyright in Leviticus. Waldron, to 
the applause of his hooligan associates, stated 
that no more Freethought meetings would be 
held in Brockwell Park. This could not be 
tolerated. I was asked if I would speak in the 
Park the following Sunday and I agreed to do 
so. I had the measure of Waldron and in- 
tended to stop his little game. I turned up at 
the Park the following Sunday, October 6, 
at the usual time. Actually I spoke afternoon 
and evening. I was not afraid of Waldron’s 
alleged pugilistic prowess. I was not a frail 
elderly man and I had no respect for his 
“immense originality”. 

The local Freethinkers did not share my 
complete contempt for Waldron. His methods 
scared them a little. The Freethinker for Oct- 
ober 6, 1907, published the following appeal to 
London Secularists: 


South London “saints” are earnestly Te- 
quested to go to Brockwell Park this afternoon 
(Oct. 6) and sland by the Camberwell N.S.S. 
Branch’s platform. Embittered by the progress 
made by the Branch during the summer, the 
satellites of the local vicar offered hooligan 
opposition last Sunday; jeering, pushing, and 
singing hymns to drown the Freethought 
speaker’s voice. Finally they made an ugly 
rush, some five hundred strong, towards the 
platform, but were driven back. As they 
threaten to come again, the Secular “saints” 
know what to do. 


I always held good meetings in Brockwell 
Park. They were well attended and the 
questions and discussion were interesting. The 
meetings were lively without being rowdy. I 
was not the speaker on September 22 and 
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29. Each of these Sundays the meetings were 
intolerable. I was asked to be the speaker on 
September 1. Foote did not dare to mention 
that fact in the Freethinker. It would have 
been too fair. Such was the nature of the man. 

Waldron’s account of himself, faithfully 
repeated by his friends, revealed some dis- 
crepancies. It was said that he was educated 
at Oxford University, although his speech 
suggested Billingsgate Fish Market. He 
claimed that he “early came under the infiu- 
ence of Charles Bradlaugh and Annie Besant”. 
He avowed that, “at one time there was prob- 
ably no greater sceptic in England” than the 
said A.J. Waldron. He “could find no real 
happiness in sceplicism”. Hence he “made one 
of his first appearances as a public speaker as 
the opponent of Bradlaugh”. 

It was impossible to find any trace of any 
such meeting or any such opposition. Nor 
were details of time and place ever supplied. 

The first authentic date in Waldron’s career 
was 1899, that is eight clear years after Brad- 
laugh’s death. Waldron was ordained deacon 
then by Dr. Talbot. What he was doing before 
his ordination he never said. He did his best 
to avoid all discussion of his Christian activ- 
ity before he joined the Church of England. 
He discouraged all enquiry as to what he was 
doing in the Lord’s vineyard prior to 1899. It 
was a secret and one felt there was something 
there which he felt was not greatly to his 
credit. 

I am not a pugilist. I have never believed in 
fisticuffs. On the other hand I have never been 
afraid of mobs or governments. I am not 
brave nor aggressive. For some reason, I can- 
not be a coward. I have never felt afraid of 
consequences. I was often unpopular at school 
but I feared neither teachers nor fellow- 
scholars. I resisted in civil prison and in mili- 
tary detention and was never scared. Actually, 
I am a mild person. Only I do not scare. 

When I arrived at Brockwell Park on Sun- 
day, October 6, 1906, the meeting ground 
was blocked. Also the entire path up to the 
platform. The crowd had a theatening atti- 
tude. I marched straight up the path from the 
park gates to the platform, and looked neither 
to right nor to left. I had only two comrades 
with me. We took our stand by the side of the 
very big and beautifully constructed Camber- 
well Branch N.S.S. platform. 

Waldron had a rival platform, also very big. 
He said that I would not be allowed to speak. 
Obviously, this attitude was an outrage, since 
I had not been at the meeting the previous 


Sunday'and no one knew what I was going to 
say. The N.S.S. chairman was not too willing 
to mount the platform. He did so and was 
shouted down, I took his place. His undigni- 
fied descent amused me. Waldron was perched 
on the Christian Evidence platform no dis- 
tance away supported by a hooligan crowd of 
pious pretenders. I do not say that they were 
Christians. They claimed to be Christians, 
true defenders of the faith once delivered to 
the saints. Certainly, they were no saints. 

I started to speak. Waldron led the crowd 
to say that I would not speak. My voice was 
strong. I said that I had a civil right to be 
heard and that I would speak. If anyone en- 
deavoured to stop me speaking they were 
guilty of moral and legal offences and no 
advertisement for their creed. I challenged 
Waldron to get order so that I might explain 
the position. 

Whether he was daunted by my attitude— 
for I had no intention of leaving the platform 
—or whether he deemed it unwise to oppose 
my mere appearance before I had spoken a 
word, I cannot say. He paused and his hesita- 
tion demoralised his hooligan supporters. I 
got speaking. 

I said that I was there to speak on a certain 
subject that had no relation to the previous 
week’s happenings. I would deal with my sub- 
ject. At the end I would take questions. After 
questions I would deal with the incident that 
had caused all the furore. 

There were some slight signs of dissent but 
I had won. The crowd listened attentively. I 
got a few questions. 

I turned to the Schaller business. I said 
that the Book of Leviticus ought not to be 
read in public because it left a nasty taste in 
the mouth. One felt a certain uncleanness. 
That very fact was an argument against the 
suggestion that God had inspired it; or, as 
some Christians believed, alleged, or pre- 
tended, that he had written it. From every 
angle an absurd suggestion. Schaller had 
read it in public only because Waldron and 
his supporters had dared him to do it. Schaller 
was very foolish to accept the challenge. The 
offence was committed not by Schaller but by 


Waldron. He was the man who should be - 


indicted. 


I had to consider what to do, and I had 
decided. Schaller had been challenged to read 
the 12th chapter and had been assaulted be- 
cause he did so. I proposed, despite my objec- 
tion to the passages, to read it. If I were 
interrupted I would read it until I was heard 
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in silence. The incident would be closed. 

I started to read it and the mob, led by 
Waldron, created an uproar and threatened to 
rush the platform. Some brandished um- 
brellas. I commenced a second time. Consider- 
able interruption ensued but less than before. 
I said that I would start again and that I 
hoped that this time I would get perfect 
silence. 

I read the passage again. I got silence. And 
as I closed the Bible I stepped down the steps 
of the platform, facing the crowd as I did so. 
I then turned and with two supporters, 
walked towards the park gates. The huge 
crowd divided up naturally each side and 
formed a guard of honour through which we 
walked. There was perfect silence. The bus 
came up and as we swung on to it, the crowd 
broke and some stones were thrown. That was 
the end of Waldron’s attempt to stop Secular- 
ist meetings in Brockwell Park. 

This failure followed on Waldron’s silly 
story about the conversion of “the distin- 
guished Atheist”, James Carl, who dis- 
appeared to Bristol. As stated already, he 
admitted that he had never been an Atheist. 
Anyway, he got into some trouble, and faded 
out entirely. 

In the end, Waldron himself somehow faded 
out, after falling into some kind of conven- 
tional disgrace. Conflict with the gentlemen 
was part and parcel of the struggle towards 
Treason and service to human well-being as a 
fighter for Freethought. 

Prior to the Schaller meeting, Waldron and 
his gang had made many personal attacks on 
me which no longer matter. His accusations 
were without foundation and they never 
stuck. The smearing was unsuccessful. I was 
young and I resented them. Naturally, I com- 
plained to The Freethinker. The result of my 
complaint was the following ungracious reply 
in The Freethinker for July 21, 1907: 


TO CORRESPONDENTS 


. yGuy A. ALpRED—We do not fill THE FREE- 
THINKER With Christian “charges” against our- 
selves and our colleagues. Why should we give 
space to their “charges” against you? 


This statement was not true. No one was 
more anxious to defend himself against 
Christian “charges” than G.W. Foote. My 
meetings in Brockwell Park were always 
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orderly. Trouble was caused only when 
Schaller, a member of the N.S.S. Executive, 
was the speaker. I was then called upon to 
repair the damage he caused. Surely I de- 
served a little consideration from the Society 
that looked to me to be its champion in 
stormy weather. 

Schaller was a most unfortunate person on 
the platform. A few years later he spoke at a 
meeting in Hyde Park. A very pious Christian 
young woman went behind the platform and 
stuck a hat-pin in his leg. A wicked and dan- 
gerous thing to do. In the middle of a sen- 
tence, he stopped and exclaimed: “Oh 
Christ!” The woman did it again, and once 
more Schaller exclaimed “Oh Christ!” Noth- 
ing was done to the woman but Schaller was 
arrested and fined £5 for “blasphemous and 
obscene language’! To my mind, the lan- 
guage was neither blasphemous nor obscene. 
The police knew what had happened and 
made no effort to arrest the woman. The 
magistrate brushed the explanation to one 
side. Altogether, a disgraceful affair. 


[Author's Note. Owing to my bad writing, 
and bad proof-reading, in some previous 
chapters the “r” is omitted from the name of 
the Rev. A.J. Waldron.] 
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14. TORIES, BLATCHFORD AND ATHEISM 


I am an “Infidel”, and I now ask leave to 


tell you why. 


I have referred to the most unsatisfactory 
and evasive definitions of Atheism advanced 
by Charles Bradlaugh, Annie Besant (when 
an Atheist propagandist), G. W. Foote, Chap- 
man Cohen, and others. I would add to the 
list the names of Thomas Huxley, Herbert 
Spencer, Robert Ingersoll, J.M. Robertson. 
Not one of these Atheists or Agnostics—and 
some of them sneered at Agnosticism as being 
merely respectable Atheism—attempted a 
bold and fearless definition of Atheism. 

I have applauded Robert Blatchford for 
challengingly describing himself as an “Infi- 
del” in capital letters in The Clarion and in 
the opening sentences of God and My Neigh- 
bour, when he published that famous work in 
November 1903. I further stated that, al- 
though Blatchford became an avowed Spirit- 
ualist twenty years later, he never recanted 
his Atheism. This description of Blatchford’s 
attitude is both true and false. Actually, 
Blatchford’s attitude was not quite so 
staunch as I have implied. His Atheist posi- 
tion was no better than that assumed by 
Bradlaugh and Annie Besant. He did not re- 
pudiate the name but he qualified the sub- 
stance. In effect, he debased the currency as 
most Secularists tend to do. 

At the Kirkdale election, in November 1907, 
it was assumed that Mr Hill, the Labour can- 
didate, would win the election on a straight 
issue against the Unionist. Mr Hill was a 
deacon of a local Nonconformist chapel and 
he had thrown out the Labour Party item of 
Secular Education in favour of “Simple Bible 
teaching” as it was termed. Mr Hill lost the 
election and Ramsay MacDonald and Bruce 
Glasier explained that he was defeated by 
religious bigotry. In reality, he was beaten by 
Tory knavery and the stupid outlook of the 
working class. There is a case for boycotting 
the ballot box. There is no case for voting 
Tory. 

The Tories raised the cry of “Atheism”. 
They circulated leaflets containing plain de- 
nials of Christian theological doctrines by 
Robert Blatchford. They declared that The 
Clarion was the organ of Socialism, not just a 
Paper discussing and advancing Socialism 


-—ROBERT BLATCHFORD 


and Freethought also. They said that Robert 
Blatchford, the editor of The Clarion, advo- 
cated Atheism. They asked the electors to 
conclude from this fact that Socialism and 
Atheism were identical. Consequently, Mr 
Hill, the chapel deacon, was the candidate of 
Atheism. This is a somewhat fantastic and 
long drawn-out form of deductive logic. It 
could be true. It would be more true to say 
that Mr Hill was not even a Socialist candi- 
date. Whether every Socialist must be an 
Atheist is a matter for discussion and enquiry. 

Blatchford seems to have accepted the 
suggestion that Jhe was the villain of the 
piece, He did not flinch from being deemed 
“the bold bad man”. He declared that religion 
was the enemy of human progress and that 
he would continue to attack it. That was his 
reply to the self-styled Christian Socialists, 
who held that they ought to be free to advo- 
cate Socialism and Christianity but that 
Blatchford had no right to advocate Social- 
ism and Atheism. In my view, Blatchford had 
a right to say what he thought. Personally, I 
held, and have held ever since, that Social- 
ism involved Atheism, and that Atheism in- 
volved Socialism. They are natural allies. 
Atheism functions on the intellectual and 
moral plane. Socialism functions on the 
economic and political plane. They express 
the same concept of reason and justice. 

Arising out of the Kirkdale election, some 
pressure was brought to bear on Robert 
Blatchford. The Daily Express declared that 
Socialism was “Atheism”. This policy adver- 
tised Atheism. By showing how Atheistic 
some Socialists were, that journal, then 
edited by Blumenfeld, proved that Atheism 
was no longer negligible as a social and 
political force. 

The Daily Chronicle devoted an article to 
“Socialism and Religion”, and wound up by 
declaring two things: first, that Blatchford 
“carried more weight among British Socialists 
than anybody else”; second, that Socialism, 
having little chance under any circumstances 
in England, had no chance at all “when its 
champions encumber themselves with an 
anti-Christian propaganda”. This will not be 
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true for ever. Even the false dawn of parlia- 
mentary Socialism has shown that a real 
dawn is breaking. 

Ramsay MacDonald met this criticism by 
pointing out very carefully that Socialism had 
no sympathy with Atheism. This was plain 
falsehood. MacDonald also said that Social- 
ism really owed a great deal to Christianity. 
As MacDonald defined Christianity, this also 
was untrue: for MacDonald was pandering to 
the Church which believed in miracles, the 
Holy Trinity, the Resurrection, and the rest 
‘of the theological nonsense. Blatchford was 
moved to join in this absurd retreat dictated 
by political panic and a desire for a place in 
the sun under capitalism. To do him justice, 
his retreat was not complete, and it had its 
curious aspects. 

In November 1907, Blatchford repeated 
that Christianity must be opposed. Socialists 
who styled themselves Christians must be 
converted. But he repudiated the Atheist, de- 
fining Atheism as all the Secularists refused 
to define the term. In my view, at this stage, 
he defined Atheism clearly and correctly. 

Of the Atheist, thus defined, Blatchford 
said: “I have no connection with him.” He 
proceeded to explain that he had a religion of 
his own. 

Writing in the very Clarion in which he had 
proclaimed his “Infidelity” so boldly five 
years before, Blatchford wrote: 


When you condemn with such severity the 
“atheism” of Robert Blatchford, are you 
speaking from knowledge, or from prejudice 
and hearsay? Because Robert Blatchford is 
not an atheist, and does not mean what you 
think he means. 


Subsequently the following appeared in 
‘answer to a correspondent: 


Harotp Eiiiot—An atheist, according to 
common dictionary definition, is a disbe- 
liever in the existence of God’. “Nunquam” 
does not disbelieve. He simply does not know 
or understand. 


Unlike the Secularists who objected to this 
‘definition, I agree with it. 

Bradlaugh and Ingersoll were both known 
as Atheists. The Atheism of Bradlaugh was 
evasive, despite what his admirers say. So was 
the Atheism of Ingersoll. At one time, Blatch- 
ford accepted their definition of Atheism. He 
wrote: 


Ingersoll, the Atheist, is a nobler moralist 
and a better man than Moses. 


The following excerpt is from an “Inter- 
view” headed “My Belief” in the fifth volume 
of the Dresden Edition of Ingersoll’s collected 
works: 


Question—Don’t you think that the belief 
of the Agnostic is. more satisfactory to the 
believer than that of the Atheist? 

Answer—There is no difference. The Ag- 
nostic is an Atheist. The Atheist is an Agnos- 
tic. The Agnostic says: “I do not know, but I 
do not believe there is any God.” The Atheist 
says the same. The orthodox Christian says 
he knows there is a God; but we know that 
he does not know. He simply believes. He can- 
not know. The Atheist cannot know that God 
does not exist. 


Ingersoll called himself an Agnostic, but he 
did not deny that he was an Atheist. Blatch- 
ford calls himself an Agnostic, but denied 
that he was an Atheist in 1907, reversing his 
previous language. He defined Atheism quite 
differently from them. 

In that same “Interview” Ingersoll said: 


I do not believe in any Supreme personality 
or in any Supreme Being who made the wni- 
verse and governs nature, I do not say there 
is no such Being—all I say is that I do not 
believe that such a Being exists. 


Which was exactly Blatchford’s 1907 posi- 
tion. 

Bradlaugh stated his Atheistic position in 
terms of Agnostic evasiveness already quoted. 

Commenting on Bradlaugh’s view, and 
supporting it, G. W. Foote wrote in 1888: 


There be Gods many and Lords many; 
which of the long theological list is to be 
selected as the God? A God, like everything 
else from the heights to the depths, can be 
known only by his attributes; and what the 
Atheist does is not to argue against the exist- 
ence of any God, which would be sheer lun- 
acy, but to take the attributes affirmed by 
Theism as composing its Deity, and to inquire 
whether they are compatible with each other 
and with the facts of life. Finding that they 
are not, the Atheist simply sets Theism aside 
as not proven, and goes on his way without 
further afflicting himself with such abstruse 
questions. 
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This is not a real Atheist’s position. 
Here are extracts from God and My Neigh- 
bour (1902): 


I claim that this Heavenly Father is a 
myth. ... There is no Heavenly Father 
watching tenderly over us, His children. He is 
the baseless shadow of a wistful human 
dream. 

You have been told that I deny God and a 
future life. I deny nothing. I know nothing 
about God, nor about a future life. 


Blatchford ought to have denied. Blatch- 
ford, in his evasive or carefully precise defini- 
tion, did not differ from Bradlaugh and Inger- 
soll one iota. 

Towards the end of his long life George 
Jacob Holyoake repudiated the word “Athe- 
ist’. “To disbelieve,” he said, “is to deny.” 

Holyoake adopted this attitude in order to 
please the respectable. Bradlaugh and Inger- 
soll had the same idea. So did Blatchford. 
Only the political motive and not just the 
respectable motive moved him. 

All Atheists seem to have adopted the same 
attitude. Apart from those already mentioned, 
I refer to the following persons: 


J. McCABE—“Generally speaking, however, 
it will promote a better understanding if we 
bear in mind that those who call themselves 


Atheists reject positively only the ordinary 
Christian Evavention of God, or else take the 
word to imply only an absence of proof of the 
existence of any form of Divinity. 

J.T. LLOYD—“Etymologically an Atheist is 
a person who is without God, not a formal 
denier of God. . . . Some prefer to be known 
as Agnostics, but the difference between the 
two words is one of sound, not of meaning. To 
be without knowledge of God is precisely the 
same thing as to be without God.” 


Professor Romanes defines Agnosticism as 
a state of mind which abstains “from either 
affirming or denying the existence of God.” He 
asserts that it is “a suspended judgment, and 
all that it undertakes to affirm is, that upon 
existing evidence, the being of God is 
unknown. ; 

Secularists officially claimed, in 1907, that 
this was their position as Atheists. Blatchford 
fell back to this position by asserting that he 
was not an Atheist. All it meant was that 
Atheists there may be, but an Anti-theist 
there could not possibly be. 

This is the reason why I insisted at all my 
Freethought meetings, and Socialist ones too, 
throughout this year 1907, that being an 
Atheist I was an Anti-theist and, for that 
matter, a netheist. It afforded me immense 
pleasure to stand alone in the Freethought 
movement for this viewpoint. 


PART Vill. THE SOCIALIST GOOD Boys 


1. S.P.G.B. CORRESPONDENCE 


To support a party 
sacrifice substance to 


The references in previous chapters to the 
Socialist Party of Great Britain—to which is 
usually added the phrase, “and Tottenham” 
—bring me to the S.P.G.B. correspondence 
of 1906. As late as 1939, it was stated in Hyde 
Park, London, and later at Albion Street, 
Glasgow, that I once attempted to join the 
S.P.G.B. Subsequently this statement was 
withdrawn by the editorial board of the 
Socialist Standard, in a mean kind of way. 
Even had the statement been true the asser- 
tion was without point. It is not an argument 
against one’s position in 1940, or thereabouts, 
to say that he attempted to join the S.P.G.B. 
in 1906. Since 1906 scores of people have 
passed through the ranks of this small sec- 
tarian body, always dogmatic during their 
five-minute membership. They denounce all 
who do not belong to the party and then fall 
back into some Labour-Faking organisation 
or join the Tory party. Without humour or 
commonsense, each new defender of ths 
abstract Marxist dogma during fifty years has 
repeated the parrot slogan: “Guy Aldred 
attempted to join the S.P.G.B.” 

It both defines my evolution, and answers 
this absurd substitute for criticism, to repro- 
duce from the columns of the Socialist 
Standard for November 1906 (vol. 3, No. 27), 
pp. 22 to 23, the actual correspondence as 
published by that journal: 


“TEMPORISING AND REACTIONARY” 


A PROMINENT S.D.F. MEMBER’S 
CRITICISM OF S.D.F. METHODS 


133 Goswell Road, E.C. 
August 31, 1906 
To the Editor, The Socialist Standard 
Dear Comrade—Could you please find room 
in your forthcoming issue of the Standard for 


the following letter of resignation of my 
membership of the S.D.F., addressed to Com- 


above your class is to 
shadow. 


—ANON. 


rade F.B. Buckeridge, of the Southampton 
Branch, S.D.F.? I have cancelled all my lec- 
ture engagements with the S.D.F. branches. 
Yours fraternally, 
GUY A. ALDRED 


P.S.—I should be obliged to be supplied 
with a membership form of the S.P.G.B. 


(Copy) 


133 Goswell Road, E.C. 
August 31, 1906 


To Comrade F.B. Buckeridge 
32 St Andrew’s Road, Southampton 


Dear Comrade—I have delayed writing to 
you before, with regard to your request that I 
should lecture for you on September 9th next, 
because I wanted to give you an answer in 
the affirmative. I have, however, after a care- 
ful study of the position, come to the con- 
clusion that the S.D.F., mistaking numbers 
for efficiency and popularity for sound econ- 
omics, is not a workers’ party. I regret, there- 
fore, that I can no longer speak from the 
S.D.F. platform; and shall at once resign my 
membership, and as soon as possible settle 
my dues to my branch, thus leaving the party 
in an honourable manner, I shall apply to the 
Socialist Party of Great Britain for member- 
ship. 

Yours fraternally, 
GUY A. ALDRED 


133 Goswell Road, E.C. 
September 2, 1906 


To the Editor, Socialist Standard 


Dear Comrade—After having been, during 
my membership of the S.D-F., one of the most 
vigorous opponents of the Party of which the 
Standard is the organ, and having opposed 
that Party’s Principles in a debate with Com- 
rade Fitzgerald, I feel I owe an explanation 


ee 
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to your readers for having accepted its prin- 
ciples, even though I may not be allowed to 
join its ranks. As a matter of fact, however, 
my acceptance of the revolutionary principles 
for the inculcation of which your organisa- 
tion alone among Socialist organisations 
avowedly stands, represents the maturity of 
those ideas that first led me to join the S.DF., 
and subsequently, in disgust, to throw up 
Parliamentary correspondence for Justice. I 
now see quite clearly that a revisionist policy 
is incompatible with a revolutionary policy, 
and it is because of that fact that the S.D.F. 
is so unsatisfactory an organisation. I have 
got about a good deal among its rank-and- 
file during my membership, and I was sur- 
prised to find two distinct sets of feeling 
existing among its members. On the one 
hand, there were the frankly revolutionary 
spirits, good, earnest, and sincere comrades; 
on the other, tame revisionists and mere 
social reformers. This being so, the organisa- 
tion, as such, could have no policy, and hence 
could not be “class-conscious”. Now, Com- 
rade, in the past I have accused your Party 
of merely mouthing the Class War, and have 
stated that I could do that on the S.D-F. plat- 
form. There may be an element of truth in 
that, but further study has revealed to me 
this fact, that if I speak on the S.D.F. plat- 
form I ought to subscribe to its constitution; 
and if I did so subscribe, I should have to 
subscribe to temporising and reactionary 
Political “tactics” such as find practical ex- 
pression in the case of Mr W. Thorne, MP. I 
cannot honestly do so and preach the Class 
War; so, although not yet a member of the 
S.P.G.B., I feel I can no longer honestly 
mount the S.D.F. platform as a supporter of 
S.D.F. tactics. Again, recently I initiated a 
correspondence in Justice on why Socialists 
could not philosophically believe in the 
capricious effects of prayer nor be Christians. 
Justice indulges in the old cant about 
“private religious belief”. This betrays a 
desire to negate Marxian economics and 
philosophic Socialism in order to secure the 
support of “class-conscious Socialists”—save 
the mark!—like the Rev. Conrad Noel. No! 
Socialism is not to be established, the work- 
ers are not to be emancipated by the re- 
visionist and respectable tactics of official 
§.D.F.ers. Only when the workers have 
realised the meaning of class-consciousness 
will they be emancipated. Meanwhile the 
class-controllers may be depended upon to 
delude by granting palliative “reforms” to 


soften the suffering occasioned by capitalistic 
and class-control of the necessities of 
existence. 

Just now I am booked up for Several en- 
gagements with comrades in the S.DF. I 
admire and respect their devotion to the 
cause of working-class emancipation, a de- 
yotion wrongly employed in the interest of 
the revisionists at the head of the S.D.F. I 
find it hard to cut myself adrift from these 
colleagues; but I feel I must be true to my- 

lf. 

Sih conclusion, therefore, Comrade, let me 
thank those comrades of the S.P.G.B. who 
have so persistently brought under my notice 
the logic of the revolutionary position and 
also the official abuses existing in the S.D.F. 
Whatever the future may have in store for 
me, I shall remember, with gratitude, the 
services they have rendered me. Thanking 
you in anticipation. 
Yours fraternally, 
GUY A. ALDRED 
(Late Parliamentary correspondent 
to Justice) 


(Subsequent to the receipt of the foregoing, 
an article by our correspondent appeared in 
Justice which conveyed the impression that 
the writer had not clearly apprehended the 
position of the S.P.G.B. He was written on 
the subject by the General Secretary of the 
Party, and the following reply was received.) 


133 Goswell Road, E.C. 
September 16, 1906 


To Comrade W. Gifford, Gen. Sec., S.P.G.B. 


Dear Comrade—Your letter of the 14th 
inst. to hand. In reply, I would beg to state 
that the letter that appeared in Justice above 
my name was sent some days previous to the 
letter I addressed to the Southampton S.D.F., 
and a copy of which I addressed to you. At the 
same time as I addressed this copy to you I 
addressed another copy of the same letter to 
the editor of Justice, and it is this letter to 
which reference is made in the editorial com- 
ment. When I noticed this fact I addressed a 
further letter of complaint to the editor of 
Justice; but was informed by Comrade A. A. 
Watts, in the communication I enclose, that 
Quelch could not publish it. These are the 
facts. 

Coming to my attitude at the present time. 
Briefly, it is this. Socialism, Standing for the 
complete revolution of the present state of 


NO TRAITOR’S GaAIr! 259 


Society, can only be realised when the pro- 
letariat are educated up to class-conscious- 
ness and are thus able to obtain their own 
emancipation. In the meantime, it is un- 
necessary for Socialists to ask for or to seek 
to obtain palliatives, since the directing of 
attention to these palliatives must inevitably 
divert attention away from the end at which 
we aim. Socialism is therefore opposed, not 
only to both capitalist parties, but also to the 
humbug of the present Labour Party—the 
existence of a Parliamentary Labour Party 
without a Socialist programme and a Social- 
ist proletariat being more or less a farce. 
Furthermore, seeing that Trade-Unionism 
tends to perpetuate the present system and 
by its standing for a minimum wage, tends to 
play into the hands of the Capitalistic Class 
who need but reply by increasing the cost of 
the necessities of existence, Socialism must 
attack and denounce it as being ineffective, 
and tending to create an aristocracy of 
Labour, since the unskilled do not and can- 
not benefit by its workings, so long as Capi- 
talism endures. I stand, therefore, for anti- 
revisionism, anti-palliationism, and clear and 
straightforward revolutionary Socialist pro- 
paganda; and am opposed to voting for either 
Liberal or Tory party under any circum- 
stances. I am also opposed to the placarding 
of any district with bills, by a Socialist candi- 
date for either municipal or Parliamentary 
Office that would lead other than class con- 
scious electors to vote for such a candidate. I 
also feel that many members of the S.D.F. do 
not understand economics. These facts not- 
withstanding, I have withdrawn my resigna- 
tion, since I feel that to leave under present 
circumstances would be of no service to the 
cause. Among S.D.F.ers it would be thought 
that I had been “huffed” into resignation 
over the religious question, whilst it seems to 
me that the S.P.G.B. comrades would be 
doubtful about my sincerity. I also find that 
whilst the rank and file of the S.D.F. includes 
many tame and inane revisionists, it also in- 
cludes many avowed revolutionaries. I also 
find that there is nothing in the constitution 
forbidding one to preach revolutionary, clear- 
cut Socialism. Rather than be misunderstood, 
I propose to use the S.D.F. platform for plac- 
ing before members these revolutionary ideas, 


and where it brings me in conflict with other 
members to, without hesitation, oppose these 
members; then, if I am expelled, members 
and comrades will be in no doubt as to the 
reason of my expulsion. So far as organised 
Tepresentation is concerned, I will only add 
that, in my opinion, the S.P.G.B. embodies, in 
its constitution, the best organised expression 
of class-conscious Socialism. But, under 
present circumstances, although I gain noth- 
ing by so doing, I believe, in order that I may 
not be misunderstood, it is best for me to at 
present expound clear-cut and uncompromis- 
ing “impossiblism” on the S.D.F. platform. 

With best wishes, and giving you full per- 
mission to publish this correspondence, I 
remain, fraternally yours, 


GUY A. ALDRED 
(Enclosure) 


Twentieth Century Press, Ltd., 
37a Clerkenwell Green, 
London, E.C. 

Sept. 10th, 1906. 


Dear Comrade—H. Quelch asks me to write 
round to you to say he cannot publish your 
letter. 

Regarding your later note, respecting the 
article on Egypt, he would be very pleased to 
have it if you will send it in. 

Fraternally yours, 
A.A. WATTS, Sec. 


It is clear from this correspondence that I 
asked for a membership form but never 
attempted to fill up such form and never 
applied for membership. It is clear, also, that 
the S.P.G.B. questioned me on this very point, 
why I had not entered my application. 
Whether my reason was sound or unsound, it 
is no less clear from this correspondence that 
I retained my membership in the S.D.F., and 
did not pursue the S.P.G.B. association. 

Despite its pedantic accuracy of statement, 
the S.P.G.B. is an offence in my eyes, because 
its propaganda is devoid of courage. Even 
abstract accuracy is a poor substitute for the 
vigour and defiance of living. The S.P.G.B. is 
a party of fake and pedantic politicians, a 
Social Democratic offshoot. In the revolu- 
tionary struggle it does not count. 
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2. TYPICAL GOOD BOYS 


The S.P.G.B. thus shows itself consistenly : 
Marzian. It is not, however, an important 
body, and its present leaders seem to be 


obscure individuals, w 
to their articles in the 


“The Socialist Network”, 1926 


I debated with Jack Fitzgerald, founder of 
the S.P.G.B., in Bermondsey, in 1906. In this 
debate I defended, not uncritically however, 
the S.D.F. Some local report was published of 
this debate. A passing reference was made to 
it in Justice. I cannot remember at this date 
if any note of the debate was published in the 
Socialist Standard. ; 

At the time of this debate, Fitzgerald and 
other spokesmen of the S.P.G.B., were some- 
what friendly to me. They expected me to 
become a conyert to their wordy armchair 
revolutionary Socialism. What they did not 
realise is a very simple truth. All parliamen- 
tarism is reformism and opportunism. It 
does not permit the underworld to revolt. The 
parliamentary method is calculated to ob- 
struct the operation of true Social Democracy. 

Fundamentally, I was a Social Revolution- 
ist. I believed in action as weil as thought. To 
my mind, the S.P.G.B. represented neither 
thought nor action. They suffered from a 
deadly exactness, and they had no quick. They 
were lifeless and I could not join the dead. 
Once they realised my attitude they pursued 
me with venom and stopped at no slander and 
no misrepresentation. Examples of this sec- 
tarian development will be given as this story 
of my evolution is detailed. ; 

In 1907 I knew three members of the party 
personally: A: Anderson, who did not know 
me intimately but attacked me bitterly; J. 
Fitzgerald, who knew me personally, and grew 
to hate me more as our personal contact de- 
clined; A. Kohn, whom I knew intimately as 
an acquaintance. Kohn attacked me very 
little. After my 1909 imprisonment for Indian 
sedition, Anderson made a dead set at me. My 
name had only to be mentioned to call forth 
abuse from Anderson. In time Fitzgerald ex- 
celled him. 

Anderson and Fitzgerald were the two 
active members of the S.P.G.B. Each lasted 
the distance as a party member to the day of 
his death. Anderson was a house-painter and 
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“Socialist Standard”. 
—NesTa H. WEBSTER, 


Fitzgerald was a bricklayer. Anderson was a 
good outdoor speaker but Fitzgerald was 
better indoors. When they attacked me they 
used the same terms of abuse and their 
speeches were identical in tone. They pre- 
ferred abusing me to advancing the overthrow 
of capitalism. Both were members of the 
S.P.G.B. executive from the time of founding 
the party to the day of their respective deaths. 

Anderson became the paid organiser of the 
party just before the outbreak of the First 
World War, 1914-18. The war put an end to 
this project. In 1925 Anderson developed 
arterio-sclerosis and died the following year. 
He was 47 years old at the time of his death. 

Fitzerald liked taking classes in economics. 
He liked teaching. Here, however, I felt that 
he revealed his want of revolutionary purpose, 
He passed an examination in building con- 
struction with a view to becoming a teacher 
under capitalism. After a period he taught 
mathematics to aspirants for the Indian Civil 
Service. What was this but serving Imperial- 
ism? It was indefensible conduct. Finally, he 
was given a permanent job teaching at the 
Brixton School of Building. Seeking and 
securing jobs of this character did not seem 
to me consistent with Fitgerald’s revolution- 
ary pretensions. I considered him a charlatan 
for all practical purposes. 

Fitzgerald was an assiduous cyclist. Wet or 
fine, he went everywhere on his bicycle. 


In 1925, Fitzgerald contracted a kidney ~ 


complaint. He fell ill about the same time as 
Anderson but got relief from an operation. 
The trouble returned in 1928. He underwent 
two operations after a cycling holiday in 
Austria, Italy, and Switzerland. He died a 
fortnight after the second operation. This 
was in the spring of 1929. His age was 56. 
Fitzgerald and Anderson were the leaders 
of the party. Kohn was only a lieutenant or 
deputy leader. He was born in 1888 and joined 
the party in 1908. When I first met him in 
Hyde Park he was 19 years old. After joining 
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the S.P.G.B. he became active as a speaker. 
He wrote a little for the Socialist Standard. 
I never regarded him as an able writer or 
original thinker. 

Soon after I met him, he started a Socialist 
private book agency. He brought a large 
number of English translations into Britain 
and made known widely the Kerr publications. 
The study of Socialist writings was his hobby 
and the circulation of radical literature was 
his livelihood. At that time, and for some 
years after, the Kerr publications from 
Chicago were famous throughout the Socialist 
movement in Britain. Kohn certainly created 
a living interest in them in Hyde Park. 

Actually, I should deal with his war history 
in its proper place. It may be wise, however, 
to summarise his record at this point. He was 
opposed to the war but merely sought to 
“dodge” conscription. He had no intention of 
suffering for his opposition. In 1914, at the 
outbreak of the First World War, he held two 
or three rowdy meetings in Hyde Park. On the 
last occasion, the crowd rushed his platform, 
and two policemen escorted him from the 
Marble Arch to the tube station opposite. That 
ended Kohn’s platform protests. 

When the passing of the Conscription Act 
became certain, Kohn managed to leave for 
the United States. I do not know how he 
was able to do this but he did. He remained 
in U.S.A. and Canada for six years. On his way 
to the United States he wrote a cowardly and 
despicable essay “from mid ocean”, attacking 
those who stayed at home and resisted 
conscription. He denounced them for being 
“reformists”. I believe that his criticism of 
them as “reformists” was right, but that did 
not explain their opposition to conscription. 
It did not lessen the value of their resistance 
to conscription. And it did not excuse Kohn’s 
conduct in running away. His behaviour was 
cowardly and miserable in the extreme. It 
revealed him as a person utterly devoid of 
character or Socialist integrity. 

In U.S.A. and Canada he seemed to have 
moved about quite freely. He wrote and spoke 
on Socialism and organised classes in econ- 
omics. In 1917, he sent an article to the Soc- 
ialist Standard, London, which tke U.S.A. 
authorities seized in the post. The F.B.I. en- 
deavoured to trace him and failed. They asked 
the Special Branch of the C.I.D. in London to 
help them to find him. Detectives “picked up” 
Fitzgerald for questioning and kept him in a 


cell all night at Cannon Row police station. 

The S.P.G.B. called this detention of Fitz- 
gerald “an arrest”, which was not exactly 
correct, although the detention was legally 
and morally wrong. They had no charge 
against Fitzgerald and they had no right 
whatever to detain him. The police searched 
Fitzgerald, another outrage under the cir- 
cumstances, and found a note-book. This 
contained the names and addresses of all the 
S.P.G.B. speakers and leading members, ez- 
cept Kohn! 

Because of her relationship, the police 
arrested Kohn’s sister and tcok her along to 
Scotland Yard for interrogation. The strange 
thing is that she was Secretary of the Party at 
the time. The police failed to discover that 
she was even a member of the Party. They 
were intent on viewing her as Kohn’s 
sister. 

Kohn was on the Executive Committee and 
the Editorial Committee of the Party s:nce 
soon after he joined, till he went to U.S.A. He 
was a member of the Editorial Board again 
from 1924 to 1929. 

Kohn’s health broke down just before the 
outbreak of the Second World War. He went 
into hospital for treatment in 1940. The hos- 
pital was hit by a bomb. A few weeks later he 
was released from hospital. The room in 
which he had lodged was blasted. 

He stayed out of hospital a couple of years. 
Tuberculosis developed and early in 1944 he 
returned to hospital. 

Kohn’s hospital career was one of adven- 
ture. He was twice evacuated as a result of 
the hospital being hit by flying bombs. Fin- 
ally he found himself lodged in a temporary 
hospital in North Wales. Here he died on Dec- 
ember 28, 1944. At this time he was 56 years 
of age. 

I met, or noted the activities of, other mem- 
bers of the S.P.G.B. at later periods. Refer- 
ences will be made to them in due course. The 
view I formed in 1907 developed with the 
years. The Socialist Party of Great Britain 
was indeed a party of good boys. Far too good 
and constitutional to get into trouble with 
authority. Far too good to count in the social 
struggle. Far, far too good to serve or to in- 
augurate the social revolution. 

That is why they came to detest me. I had 
a flair for challenge. They never challenged. 
They explained learnedly, heavily, wearily- 
But they never revolted. They conformed. 


APPENDICES 


MORE ON ISLINGTON 


For reasons explained I have omitted letters 
and reports that ought to have been inciuded 
in this record. I repair these omissions only 
by swelling the appendices. 


1. “ISLINGTON GAZETTE LETTERS 


Mr Walker’s letter appeared in the Gazette 
for Monday, September 10, 1906. It is abridged 
only because the writer repeated, word for 
word, certain parts mentioned in his other 
letters that are embodied in this work: 


CHRISTIANITY V. FREETHOUGHT 


Sir,—I was glad to read the letter signed 
“Onlooker” in your issue of Friday last, and I 
must say that the tone of the letter was more 
fair than any of Mr Aldred’s or of Mr Innes’, 
but the questions are still not answzred—how 
ASS ces 

Whilst I occupied Mr Aldred’s platform on 
Saturday I made the statement that our 
charitable institutions are subscribed to by 
people of all shades of thought and opinion, 
but that is not the point at issue. The question 
is still unanswered—how many have been 
started by, or in the name of, the Freethought 
party? “Onlooker” wishes us to compare the 
high state of civilisation of Heathen Japan 
and Holy Russia, but I fail to see the com- 
parison. Heathen Japan, as he calls it, is 
becoming Christianised to a great extent. 
Her present Prime Minister is, I believe, a 
Christian. Togo, the “Japanese Nelson”, is a 
Christian; several high officials in the Japan- 
ese Court and elsewhere are Christians. If we 
turn to Holy Russia, what is the main cause 
of the trouble there at the present time? That 
they will not allow the Bible to enter the 
country. Were they to do this, Christianity 
would help to bring about a settlement of 
their troubles. I am, etc., 


ALFRED P. WALKER 
Liverpool Road, N. September 8, 1906 


Islington Gazette, Thursday, October 2, 1906: 


Sir,—I have followed this interesting con- 
troversy for a long time and have hitherto 


abstained from adding my humble mite. But 
now Mr Leonard Smith has drawn me out of 
my silence, I say, God bless him. If the Rev. 
Guy Aldred has not been “sat on” before he 
undoubtedly has now, and if he takes my 
advice he will change his views once more. I 
would like to see Mr Leonard Smith’s letter 
in pamphlet form and distributed at the Rev.’s 
meetings. I believe it would do him a deal of 
good, especially the testimony of the late 
editor of the National Reformer, Joseph 
Barker. I am, etc., 


Ashbrook Road, Holloway E.G. 
2. ISLINGTON IN GLASGOW 


Although I come from Clerkenwell, much 
of my activity, first as a Boy Preacher, and 
then as a Freethinker and a Socialist, made 
me a fairly public figure in Islington. In view 
of my later activity in Glasgow, especially 
Central Glasgow, it is interesting to record 
that Mr A.M. Torrance, the former Mayor of 
Islington, stood as parliamentary candidate 
for Glasgow Central, in 1906. 

The figures of the election were: 

GLASGOW, CENTRAL 


Electorate, 15,616 


Mr. A.M. TORRANCE (L) 6720 
Mr J.G.A. BAIRD (U) 6289 
Majority 431 


1900, BAIRD (U), UNOPPOSED. 1895, BAIRD (Uv), 
MAJORITY 2,129. 
Liberal Gain 


On Tuesday, January 19, 1906, Mr Torrance 
addressed an eve of the poll meeting at which 
he referred to a Tory circular. 

The circular, headed “The most monstrous 
case of the London County Council”, stated 
that Torrance was rejected as a Parliamentary 
candidate for East Islington in 1900 by 1,619 
votes. This was perfectly correct. The khaki 
fever was raging, and the constituency was 
full of Jews. They faithfully supported Sir 
Benjamin Cohen. Five months later Torrance 
was returned as a member of the London 
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County Council by a majority of 1,980, and in 
1904 they elected him for the sixth time by a 
majority of 2,400. 

In this circular it was asserted that the 
London County Council had raised the rates 
by two million pounds. What were the facts? 
One of the monstrous things the late Tory 
Government did was to throw on the London 
County Council the whole burden of the work 
which the School Board did before. The L.C.C. 
had also to take over the debt of the School 
Board. 


This commentary makes interesting reading 
to those who have no knowledge of School 
Boards and take Council Schools for granted. 

“A.M.” in the Islington Gazette, for January 
22, 1906, described how the election result was 
received in Glasgow. 

The opening sentence is of special interest: 


The great undertaking of our late Mayor, 
Mr A. M. Torrance, J.P. to oust from his strong 
position in the premier constituency in Glas- 
gow one of the Bairds, the great ironmasters, 
appeared at first to be a hopeless task. 


Shortly after the return of Torrance as 
Liberal M.P. for Glasgow Central; the un- 
employed were demonstrating in Hyde Park. 


Members of the S.D.F. spoke from various 
platforms. The speakers included Councillor 
Parker of Islington. He recalled once hearing 


-at an East-end theatre some lines spoken, 


which ran: 


“Liberal or Conservative, whichever you desire, 

One keeps you in the frying pan, the other in 
the -fire.” 

(Laughter.) What they must do, however, 

was to make both parties understand that if 

they would not assist the unemployed, the 

unemployed would assist themselves. (Cheers.) 


Shortly after his return to Parliament 
Torrance received a knighthood. He never 
became a Glaswegian but remained an Isling- 
tonian. He died in February 1909 at his home 
in Highbury Quadrant. During the three 
years that he sat for Glasgow Central he re- 
mained an alien to the city. In this respect as 
in others I differ from Torrance. I have be- 
come a citizen of Glasgow. 

In due course, the Labour Party (including 
S.D.F. members from Islington) ousted -the 
Liberal Party and took its place, both as 
official Opposition and as Government. What 
has become of the-suggestion that “the un- 
employed would help themselves’’? 

I foresaw at the time what would happen. 
Time has proved that I was right. 


— OO wer 


With the next issue, Number 12, the first 
volume of this autobiography concludes. The 
second volume will consist of another 12 
numbers. When complete, the two volumes 
will make one book, which will be bound in 
cloth. A limited number of this bound volume 
will be put on sale. Comrades should order in 


advance. The cost will be announced next 
month. 


Subscription, payable in advance, for the 12 
numbers of the second volume will be 8s. post 
free. Each issue will be sent as published, 


Some sets remain still of the first volume. 
These will be sent post free for 8s. This will 
become a rare work and comrades should 
order now. 
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